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Election/Restrictions 

1. Restriction to one of the following inventions is required under 35 U.S.C. 121: 

I. Claims 1-18, 21-25, 28-33, drawn to a wipe, disposable dishwashing wipe or 
dishwashing sponge, classified in class 510, subclass 438. 

II. Claims 19-20, 26-27, drawn to a method of cleaning a surface or dishes, classified 
in class 134, subclass 25.2. 

The inventions are distinct, each from the other because of the following reasons: 

2. Inventions I and II are related as product and process of use. The inventions can be 
shown to be distinct if either or botH of the following can be shown: (1) the process for using the 
product as claimed can be practiced with another materially different product or (2) the product 
as claimed can be used in a materially different process of using that product (MPEP 

§ 806.05(h)). In the instant case the process for using the product as claimed can be practiced 
with another materially different product such as a dishwashing composition comprising 
builders. 

3. Because these inventions are distinct for the reasons given above and have acquired a 
separate status in the art as shown by their different classification, restriction for examination 
purposes as indicated is proper. 

4. During a telephone conversation with Jeffrey V. Bamber on November 8, 2005 a 
provisional election was made with traverse to prosecute the invention of Group I, claims 1-18, 
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21-25, 28-33. Affirmation of this election must be made by applicant in replying to this Office 
action. Claims 19-20, 26-27 have been withdrawn from further consideration by the examiner, 
37 CFR 1 .142(b), as being drawn to a non-elected invention. 

5. Applicant is reminded that upon the cancellation of claims to a non-elected invention, the 
inventorship must be amended in compliance with 37 CFR 1.48(b) if one or more of the 
currently named inventors is no longer an inventor of at least one claim remaining in the 
application. Any amendment of inventorship must be accompanied by a request under 37 CFR 
1.48(b) and by the fee required under 37 CFR 1.17(i). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

6. Claims 28-29 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as being indefinite for 
failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant regards as 
the invention. 

Claim 28 is indefinite in the recital of "the Washing Procedure" in line 2 because it is not 
clear what this procedure is, and the limitation lacks antecedent basis in the claim. 

Claim 29 is indefinite in the recital of "the scale described herein" in lines 1-2, "the 
protocol for determination of suds grade" in line 2 because it is not clear what said phrases are, 
and the limitations lack antecedent basis in the claim. In addition, "twelve" in line 2 is 
misspelled. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

7. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public use or on 
sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United States. 

8. Claims 1-6, 9-10, 13, 15-16, 30 and 33 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being 
anticipated by Hanaoka et al. (WO 98/26040), hereinafter "Hanaoka". 

Hanaoka teaches a detergent-impregnated article in the same manner as in Example 1, 
which uses a pulp sheet under a load of 0.5 g/cm 2 and which sheet is thoroughly impregnated 
with the detergent (see page 27, lines 3-12), wherein the detergent comprises 3% silica 
(equivalent to the water-transfer agent) as the spherical solid abrasive particles, 0.50% clodecyl 
glucoside (nonionic surface active agent), 0.13% xanthan gum (equivalent to the water-soluble 
thickening polymer) (see Example 4, Formulations 23 and 24, page 33, line 10 to page 38, line 
4). The xanthan gum should inherently possess a molecular weight within those recited. Hanaoka 
also teaches that a flexible porous structure such as a plastic foamed body, e.g., a spongy 
structure, is also useful as a base body, other than a sheet (see page 21, lines 16-18). The 
detergent-impregnated article is especially effective in cleaning a hard surface such as dishes and 
cooking tools (see page 22, lines 24-25; page 23, line 10). Hanaoka teaches the limitations of the 
instant claims. Hence, Hanaoka anticipates the claims. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

9. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

10. This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of the 
claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of the various 
claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein were made absent any 
evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation under 37 CFR 1.56 to point out 
the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was not commonly owned at the time a later 
invention was made in order for the examiner to consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) 
and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 

11. Claims 7-8, 11-12, 14, 17-18, 21-25, 28-29, 31-32 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Hanaoka as applied to the above claims. 

Hanaoka teaches the features as described above. In addition, Hanaoka teaches that the 
solid abrasive particles, such as silica, have an average primary particle size of 0.01 to 100 |im, 
still preferably 0.1 to 100 jim, and particularly 1 to 10 urn (see page 7, lines 16-20). Hanaoka 
also teaches that the detergent further comprises a thickening polysaccharide such as xanthan 
gum, guar gum, water-soluble celluloses in an amount from 0.01 to 10% by weight (see page 14, 
line 1 1 to page 15, line 25). For obtaining formulation stability and detergency of the detergent, 
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it is also preferable for the detergent to contain at least one of a surface active agent and a 
polymeric dispersant, each preferably added in an amount of 0.005 to 20% by weight and 
examples of the polymeric dispersant include those obtained by polymerizing a monomer or 
monomer mixture like acrylic acid, vinyl acetate or vinylpyrrolidone (see page 16, lines 6-12; 
page 17, line 19 to page 18, line 6), wherein when the vinyl acetate is polymerized and 
hydrolyzed will result to polyvinyl alcohol It is also preferable to use, as a base body, a sheet 
comprising a network sheet and a nonwoven fiber aggregate formed by the entanglement of 
fibers of a fiber web, disposed on at least one side of* the network sheet, wherein the fibers of the 
nonwoven fiber aggregate are further entangled with the network sheet to form a unitary body 
(see page 22, lines 11-15). Hanaoka, however, fails to specifically disclose the average particle 
size of the silica and its surface area, the molecular weight of the polyvinyl alcohol, the 
proportions of the thickener in amounts as those recited, and the wipe capable of cleaning at least 
24cm diameter plate or exhibiting a suds grade of at least 3. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention, 
was made to optimize the particle size of the silica and the proportions of the thickener through 
routine experimentation for best results. As to optimization results, a patent will not be granted 
based upon the optimization of result effective variables when the optimization is obtained 
through routine experimentation unless there is a showing of unexpected results which properly 
rebuts the prima facie case of obviousness. See In re Boesch, 617 F.2d 272, 276, 205 USPQ 215, 
219 (CCPA 1980). See also/w re Woodruff, 919 F.2d 1575, 1578, 16 USPQ2d 1934, 1936-37 
(Fed. Cir. 1990), and In re Aller, 220 F.2d 454, 456, 105 USPQ 233, 235 (CCPA 1955). In 
addition, a prima facie case of obviousness exists because the claimed ranges overlap or lie 
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inside ranges disclosed by the prior art, see In re Wertheim, 541 F.2d 257, 191 USPQ 90 (CCPA 
1976; In re Woodruff, 919 F.2d 1575, 16USPQ2d 1934 (Fed. Cir. 1990). See MPEP 2131.03 and 
MPEP 2144.051. With respect to the surface area of the silica and molecular weight of the 
polyvinyl alcohol, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to reasonably expect the surface area of the silica to be within those recited 
because same silica having overlapping particle size has been utilized and to reasonably expect 
the molecular weight of the polyvinyl alcohol to be within those recited because the 
polymerization would produce said component with a molecular weight which would overlap 
those recited, considering the broad range of the recited molecular weight. With respect to the 
wipe capable of cleaning at least 24cm diameter plate or exhibiting a suds grade of at least 3, it 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
reasonably expect the detergent-impregnated sheet of Hanaoka to exhibit similar characteristics 
because similar sheets having similar ingredients and overlapping proportions have been utilized. 

Conclusion 

12. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. The references are considered cumulative to or less material than those discussed 
above. 

13. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Lorna M. Douyon whose telephone number is (571) 272-1313. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Mondays-Fridays from 8:00AM to 4:30 PM. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Yogendra Gupta can be reached on (571) 272-1316. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

Lorna M. Douyon 
Primary Examiner 
Art Unit 1751 



